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wrarad notdgho, # i artcipatad that they
~T ’uc.e seseral «;.'. al areas along the
2o Fork of the Snaks River which are de-
0 protect this urigue natural resource.
wn2r of the Grand Targhee Resort is
Cow negotiaing with the current owner, of
these pnvate tracts in !daho, in order to facili-
tate the exchange. The bill would require that
the exchanged lands be of equal or neady
equal value, with any ditference in values to
be covered by a cash payment not to exceed
25 percent of the total values of’ 1he lands in-
volved.

Mr. Speaker, this bill and the land exchange :

it would authorize, would result in minirhal cost
to the Government while providing significant
benefits to the residents of both Idaho ‘and
Montana. Expansion of the Grand Targhee
Resort will provide substantial economic ben-
efit to the residents of the grea, and especially
for those in Driggs, 1D, which is located just 9
miles west of the resort. At the same time, ac-
quisition of critical lands along the South Fork
of the Snake River will preserve the fish and
wildlife habitat and scenic qualities of the
area, and ensure public access to the river.
Since the gentieman from idaho [Ms. STAL-
UNGS] first unveiled this proposed land ex-
change, the committee staff has worked
closely with his Washington, DC, and district
office staff to prepare the necessary legisla-
tion. The Subcommittee on' Forests, Family
Farms, and Energy held field hearings in
Driggs, ID, on Aprl 16, 1988, as well as a
hearing in Washington, DC, on April 27. Sup-
port for HR. 4028 was strong from all those

affected. Mr. STALLINGS is to be commended -

for his efforts.

Mr. Speaker, HR. 4028 was considered by
the subcommittee on April 27, 1988, and by
the full Agriculture Committee on May 5, 1988.
The bill was favorably reported without
amendment. | recommend its immediate pas-
sage.

Mr. CHEREY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. VENTO. Mr. Speaker, I would
again like to thank the gentleman
from Texas {Mr. bE La Garzal, the
chairman of the Committee on Agri-
culture.

I think that this is a good proposal. 1
know of no objection to it. It meets
the standards of the Forest Service for
equal value exchange, and it will help
the economy of the great State of
Idaho. It is a proposal that has been
properly structured and follows appro-
priate procedures and I hope the
House will act favorably on this meas-
ure.

0 1250

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re-
qQuests for time, and 1 yield back the
balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MoxrTcoMERY). The question is on the
motion offered by the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. VENTO] that the
House suspend the rules and pass the
bill, H.R. 4028.

The question was taken, and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof)
the rules were suspended and the bill
was passed.

(H.R.

A motion to sider was laid on

the table.

rece

COMMERCIAL SPACE LAUNCE. |
ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1988~

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill

access to space, and for other pur-
poses.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 4399
* Be it enacted by the Senate and House of
Representatives of the United Stales of
America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT YTITLE: FINDINGS.

(a) This Act may be cited as the “Com-
mercial Spsce Launch Act Amendments of
1988".

(b) The Congress finds that— s

Y1) 8 United States commercial space
laungh industry is an essential component

of national efforts to assure access to space.

for Gbvernment and commercial users:

(2) t.he Federal Government should en-
courage, lacilitale, and promote the use of
the United States commercial space launch
industry In" grder to continue United States
aerospace preeminence; - -

(3) the United States commercial space
lsunch industry must be competitive in the
international marketplace; /

(4) Federal Go¥grament policies should
recognize the res ibility of the United
States under international treaty for activi-
ties conducted by U: ted States citizens in
space; and

(5) the United States-must maintain a
competitive edge in iftérnational commer-
cial space transportation by ensuring con-
tinued research in launch vehicle compo-
nent technology and de\.clopment

SEC. 2. PEFINITION.

Section 4 of the Commercja.l Space
Launch Act (48 US.C. App. 2603) is amend-

‘ed—

(1) at the end of paragraph (10), by strik-
ing “and

(2) by redesxgnatmg paragraph (11) as
paragraph (12); and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (10) the

following new paragraph:

“(11) ‘third party’ means any person or
entity other than—

“(A) the United States, its agencies, its
personnel involved in launch services, or its
contractors or subconfractors involved in
launch services;

‘“UB) the Hcensee:

“¢C) the licensee's contractors, subcon-
tractors, or customers involved in launch
services; or

“(D) any such customer’s contractors or
subcontractors tnvolved in launch services;
SEC. 3. DEFINITION OF DIRECT COSTS.

(a) Bection 15(bX1) of the Commercial
Space Launch Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2614(b))
is amended by inserting at the end the fol-
lowing: “For purposes of this paragraph, the
term ‘direct costs’ meaas the actual costs
that can be unambiguously associsted with
a commercial launch effort, and would not
be borne by the United States Government
in the absence of a commercial launch
effort.”.

(b) Seeuon 15(a) of the Commercial Bpace
launch Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2614(s)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new sentence: “In taking such actions, the
Secretary shall take into account the com-
mercial availability on reasonable terms and
conditions of substantially equivalent
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launch propesty or lzunch services from a
domestic wuice.”,

(¢) Sectlon 13 of the Commercial Space
Launch Act 48 U.8.C. App. 2614) i8 amend-
ed by adding at the end ine following new
subsection:

“(d) For the purpeses of this section,
laumch services ghall include activities in-
velved fm tlie préparation or production of a
iaunch vehicte and its payioad for launch
and the conduct of a launch."”.

SEC. 4. INSURANCE REQUIREMENTS OF LICENSEER.

(a) Section 16 of the Commercial Space
Launch Act (48 UBS.C. App. 2615) is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘Sec. 16.” and all that follows
through ‘“‘other appropriate agencies.” and
inserting in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 16. (aX1)XA) Each license Issued or
transferred under this Act shall require the
licensee—

“(i) to obtain liability insurance; or

“(ii) to demonstrate financial responsibil-
ity
in an amount sufficient to compensate the
maximum probable loss, as determined by
the Secretary, frcm claims by a third party
for death, bodily injury, or loss of or
damage to property resulting from activities
carried out under the license. In no event
shall a licensee be required to obtain liabil-
ity insurance or demounstrate financial re-
sponsibility under this subparagraph in an
amount which exceeds either $500,000,000
or the maximum liability insurance avail-
able on the world market at a reasonable
cost, whichever is less.

*“(B) Each license issued or tra.nsferred
under this Act shall require the licensee—

“{i) to obtain insurance; or

‘() to demonstrate financial re:ponslbd-
ity .
in an amount sufficient to compensate the
maximum probable loss, as determined by
the Secretary, from claims against any
party by the United States for loss of or
damage to property of the United States re-
sulting from activities carried out under the
license. In no event shall a licensee be re-
quired to obtain insurance or demonstrate
financial responsibility under this subpara-
graph in an amount which exceeds either
$100,000,000 or the maximum insurance
avajlable on the world market at a reasona-
ble cost, whichever is less.

“¢C) Each license issued or transferred
under this Act shall require the licensee to
enter into reciprocal waivers of claims with
its contractors, subcontractors, and custom-
ers, and the contractors and subcontractors
of such customers, involved in launch serv-
ices, under which each party agrees to be re-
sponsibl& for any damage it sustains or for
any injury to its own employees resulting
from activities carried out under the license.

“(D) The Secretary, on behalf of the
United States, its agencies, personnel in-
volved in launch services, and contractors
and subcontractors involved in launch serv-
ices, shall enter igto reciprocal waivers of
clalms with the its cantractors,
subcontractors, and customers, and the con-
tractors and subcontractors of such custom-
ers, involved in launch services, under which
each party agrees to be responsible for any
damage #t sustains or for any injury to its
own employees resulting from activities car-
rted out under the license. Any such waiver
shall apply only to the extent that claims
exceed insurance or self-insurance pursuant
to -subparagraph (B), unless any such claim
involves the willful misconduct or reckless
disregard of the United States, in which
case the United States shall waive its right
t.g recover any damages under subparagraph
(B).

- . i . . P~ .
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Y(2) Any insurance policy hta.c-a o
demonstration of financial respersz -
made pursuant to & requirement daceriea
in parsgraph (1) shall protect the .- )
States, its agencies, personnel, contraoner:,
and subcontractors, and all contractors, sub-
contractors, and customers of the jicer. s,
and all contractors and subcontractors of
such customers, involved in providing the
launch services, to the extent of their po-
tential liabilities, at no cost to the United
States.

“43) The Secretary shall determine the
maximum probable loss associated with ac-
tivities under a license within 90 days after
& licensee has requested such & determina-
tion and has submitted all information the
Secretary requires to make such a determi-
nation. The Secretary shall amend such de-
termination as warranted by new informa-
tion.

“(4) The Secretary shall, within 3 years
after the date of the enactment of the Com-
mercial Space Launch Act Amendments of
1988, and once every year thereafter, review
the amounts specified in the last sentence
of subparagraphs (A) and (B) of paragraph
(1), and shall submit 8 report to the Con-
gress which contains a proposed adjustment
to such amounts to conform with altered l-
ability expectations and worldwide availabil-
ity of insurance. Such proposed adjustment

sion of such report.

“(bX1) The Secretary shall provide for the
payment of successful claims (including rea-
sonable expenses of litigation or settlement)
by a third party against the licensee, or its
contractors, subcontractors, or customers,
or the contractors or subcontractors of such
customers, resuiting from activities carried
out pursuant to a license issued or trans-
ferred under this Act for death, bodily
injury, or loss of or damage to property, but
only to the extent that such claims are not
compensated by insurance, including self-in-
surance pursuant to subsection (a)X1XAXii).
This paragraph shall not apply to claims re-
sulting from the willful misconduct of such
parties.

“(2) Payment of claims under paragraph
(1) shall be subject to—

“(A) notice to the United States of any
claim or suit against a party described in
paragraph (1) for death, bodily injury, or
loss of or damage to property; and

‘“(B) control of or assistance in the de-
fense by the United States, at its election, of
that claim or suit.

“(3) The Secretary may withhold payment
under paragraph (1) if the Secretary certi-

. fies that the amount is not just and reason-
able, except that the amount of any claim
determined by the final! judgment of a court
of competent jurisdiction shall be deemed
by the Secretary to be just and reasonable.

“(4) Claims under paragraph (1) shall be
deemed to be claims against the United
States, and the Secretary shall pay such
claims under section 1304 of title 31, United
States Code.”.

(b) Section 15(c) of the Commercial Space
Launch Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2614(c)) is

B amended to read as follows:

*“(¢) The Secretary may establish require-
- ments for proof of financial responsibility
and such other assurances as may be neces-
sary to protect the United States and its
agencies and personnel from liability, loss,
or injury as a result of a launch or oper-.
ation of a launch site involving Government
facilities or personnel. The Secretary may
not under this subsection relieve the United
States of liability for damage or injury re-
sulting from the reckless disregard or wiliful
misc?:duct of the United States or its

agents.”. .

shall take effect 30 days after the submis-
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e T NTATEN LAUNCH [NMCENTIVES FOR
LATAIN WA TELLITES
2QUIFEMEntS uf section
CoL-30 of the Cormmertial Space
T AT shall not apply o chigible satel-

L o

m Tle Uaited Stalzs shall not reguire
vayment {rom the licensee or customer of
the licensee for the provision of launch
property, launch services, or launch sites re-
quired In connection with the commercial
launch of an eligible satellite.

(c) A satellite shall be eligible for the pur-
poses of this section if—

(1) {t was under construction on August
15, 1986;

(2) an unperformed launch services agree-
ment or contract with the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration was held
with respect to it on August 15, 1986; and

(3) it is licensed for launch under the
Commercial Space Launch Act.

SEC. 8. PREEMPTION OF SATELLITES. .

Section 15(b) of the Commercial Space
Launch Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2614(b)) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

“(4XA) The Secretary of Transportation,
with the cooperation of the Secretary of De-
fense and the Administrator of the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration,
shall take steps to ensure that the launches
of satellites with respect to which a launch
date commitment from the United States
has been obtained for a launch licensed
under this Act are not preempted from
access to United States launch sites or prop-
erty except in cases of imperative national
need. Any determination of imperative na-
tional need shall be made by the Secretary
of the Air Force or the Administrator of the
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion and shall not be delegated.

‘“(B) The Secretary of the Air Force or the
Administrator of the National Aeronautics
and Space Administration, as the case may
be, shall report to the Congress within 7
days after any determination of imperative
national need under subparagraph (A), in-
cluding a full explanation of the circum-
stances justifying such determination and a
schedule for ensuring the prompt launching
of a preempted satellite.”.

SEC. 1. STUDY OF PROCESS FOR SCHEDULING
LAUNCHES.

The Secretary of Transportation, in coop-
eration with the Secretary of Defense and
the Administrator of the National Aeronau-
tics and Space Administration, and in con-
sultation with representatives of the space
launch and satellite industry, shall study
ways and means of scheduling Government
and commercial payloads on commercial
launch vehicles at government launch sites
in a manner which—

(1) optimizes the use of the launch proper-
ty of the United States; and

(2) assures that the launch property of
the United States that is available for com-
mercial use will be available on a commer-
cially reasonable basis,

consistent with the objectives of the Com-

mercial S8pace Launch Act. The Secretary

shall submit the resuits of such study to the

Congress within 120 days after the date of

the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 8. COMMERCIAL SPACE LAUNCH SERVICE
COMPETITION.

It is the sense of the Congress that the
United States should explore ways and
means of developing a dialogue with appro-
priate foreign government representatives
to seek the development of guidelines for
access to launch services by satellite build-
ers and users In 8 manner that assures the
conduct of reasonable and fair international
competition in commercial space activities.

H 3513

EBC. 9. LAUNCH VEHIU' E AEZEARCH AND DEVEL-
OP™MENT

The Administrater of “he National Aero-
nautics and Spoce Aommistration. in con
suliation with reprosentatives of the spacs
iaunch and satellite indusiry. &8s appropri-
ate, shall support rezearch into lsunch sys-
tems component technolcgies, for the pur-
pose of developing higher performance and
iower cost United States launch vehicle
technelogies and systems available for the
launch of commercial and Government
spacecraft into orbit. The Administrator
shall submit & report outlining such activi-
ties to the Congress within 120 days after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

SEC. 10. APPLICABILITY TO LICENSES.

This Act, and the amendments made by
this Act, shall apply to ell licenses issued
under the Commercial Space Launch Act
before or after the date of the enactment of |
this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, a second is not re-
quired on this motion.

The gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. Roe] will be recognized for 20
minutes and the gentleman from New
Mexico {Mr. LuJjax] will be recognized
for 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. RoEl.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume,

(Mr. ROE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of this important legislation ap-
proved with the strong bipartisan sup-
port of the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology.

May I say at this time I want to pay
high regard and appreciation to the
gentleman from New Mexico, Mr.
ManNUEL LuJaR, our ranking minority
member on the committee, the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. NELSON], the
chairman of the Subcommittee on
Space Science and Applications, and
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
WALKER], the ranking minority member
on that committee.

The legislation will ensure that a
commercial launch industry takes its
place as a significant component of
the U.S. space transportation system.
This is an important step in our space
recovery efforts through a mixed fleet
launch policy that can assure access to
space for all users. In our recent mul-
tiyear authorization bill for our space
program, we have explicitly recognized
that expendable launch vehicles are
essential to the core space effort.

One of the most compelling lessons
of the devastating Challenger tragedy
was the sudden awareness that, as a -
nation, we had depended—to our na-
tional detriment—solely on the space
shuttle as the launch means for all
government and commercial users.
Since 1986, the administration has ag-
gressively taken steps to purchase
ELV services to launch Government
satellites.

Commercial users have not had such
a choice. In August 1986, the President
announced—through National Securi-

‘er&IA-RDP9O/MOIOOIO5 R001300100004-8
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ty decision Jdis o o 2od
NASA's jaunch §S el
and forelgn sateil.ie.. . . .oien af
this decision was sub:ia "wa. T over
20 years, NASA =sms tre ..
of launch services for go.z
commercial users. As a resuit of this
directive, American satellites have had
to choose between a fledging U.S. com-
mercial lmunch industry or launching
on forelgn vehfcles. At the time of the
Presidential directive, 44 satellite com-
" panies held launch services agree-
ments with NASA.

Let me amplify on the commercial
launch choilces available today and
why this legislation is urgently
needed. To date, there has not been a
single U.S. commercial launch since
the shuttle, although we hope that
with this legisiation, commercial
launches will begin early in 1989. The
U.S. launch industry steps into an ag-
gressive and sophisticated foreign
laonch market. In 1985, Arianespace, a
private European-launch consortium,
was competing head on with shuttle to
the extent of 50 percent of the world
shuttle market. Today, the Chinese
and Soviet Union have joined the Eu-
ropeans in actively marketing launch
services to the West.

A year following the President's de-
cision ending NASA’s commercial
launch role, the Committee on Sci-
ence, Space, and Technology initiated
an extensive series of hearings de-
signed to identify tmpediments to the
startup of an American launch indus-
try. We have received extensive testi-
mony from the providers and users of
launch services in an effort to bring
about a competitive launch industry.

H.R. 4399 is the result of this exten-
sive review of the 1984 Commercial
Space Launch Act, which set up the
regulatory framework for licensing
commercial launches and the post-
Challenger policies affecting the U.S.
launch and sateRite industries.

I would like to point out to my col-
leagues that the space program is not
some extravagant hobby—fit is essen-
tial to our economy, our national secu-
rity and our technological leadership.
This bill & not some idle exercise in
legislative drafting—it is essential to
our space effort.

We are now in a very desperate situ-
ation. We have a backlog of commer-
cial. defense, and scientific satellites
that must be launched on expendable
launch services. This bfll provides the
bare necessities for the U.S. private
sector to stay in the expendable
launch wehicle market. Our competi-
tion Is strong. The Europeans, Japa-
nese, Chinese, and even the Soviets
are also vying for dominance in this
market. They certainly reeognize its
importance and they are right.

The administration has likewise
struggled with this issue, but in my
view, the practical tmportance of their
debate has been subjugated to a
broader ideological agenda to reform
our tort process. HR. 4399 {8 not an
exercise in tort reform, it 1s a bill to

. 4 ot } ,
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21 2n owith the 30D of getiing us back
inLo spare.

I hope my colleagues will join me in
giving shis »ill our complete support.
e must send the private sector and
the wmorid community a strong mes-
sage. OQur message should be that we
know where we are going and we know
what it takes to get us there.

I urge a speedy adoption of H.R.
4399. '

The major features of this legisia-
tion are as follows:

The bill establishes an important
risk allocation framework similar to
government policies in conjunction
with commercial use of the space shut-
tle.

For more than 20 years, NASA pro-
vided satellite launches on the space
shuttie and expendable launch wvehi-
cles. An important feature of this ar-
rangement was the risk allocation
scheme for apportioning risks between
NASA and {ts customers that recog-
nized the inherent risks of launch ac-
tivity. Generally, NASA required cus-
tomers to assume a reasonable share
of the risks along with the agency by
requiring the customer to obtain the
maximiunm avaitable lability tnsurance
at reasonable cost and to name the
US. Government, at no cost to it, as
insured for claims that might arise as
a result of a launch accident. In
return, NASA, under section 308 of
the Space Act, assumed responsibility
for claims exceeding insurance levels,
NASA and the parties to the launch
also entered into cross waivers under
which parties relieved each other of li-
ability for damage to property, each
party agreeing to be responsible for
their own property.

This successful practice of risk allo-
cation between launch providers and
customers has been adopted and is in
uge by foreign lmunch providers today.
Today, Arianespace requires custom-
ers to obtain about $60 miflion of -
ability coverage, above which Ariane-
space assumes the risk. It is not avail-
able today to the U.S. launch industry.

H.R. 4396 recommends that a risk al-
location approach similar to the NASA
precedent be extended to the emerg-
ing U.8S. commercial launch industry.

" In this regard, the committee has rec-

ommended a statatory standard for
the determination of property and l-
ability insurance requirements on the
basis of the “maximum probable loss”
that could result from activities con-
ducted pursuant to s lasunch license.
An important feature of this standard
is that individual risk determinations
can be made on the basis of the launch
vehicle size and type; launch site and
trajectory; and payload characteris-
tics. This maximum probable loss de-
termination would thus constitute a
reasonable requirement to cover liabil-
ity and government property concerns.

Specifically, the launch provider, on
behalf of all parties to the launch,
would obtain liadbility insurance to
cover the maximum probable loss of
activities conducted under the launch

o Al
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toornae as determined by the DOT
Sacretary, Hut such insurance would
nol wyoeed the lesser of: Pirst, $560
miilion: or s#cond, the maximuam li-
atllity insurance available in the world
market at reasonable cost, as deter-
nmined by the Secretary. In recom-
mending the $500 million celling, the
committee {s mindful that: First, no
launch accident in history has resulted
in third party Hability claims; second
$500 million evolved as the _standard
insurance regquirement for commercial
customers of the shuttle; and third,
the maximum liability insurance gvail-
able in the market today is between
$300-$500 million. Under the bill, the
level will be reviewed periodically by
the DOT Secretary to ensure it is con-
sistent with changed liability expecta-
tions and worldwide insurance capac-
ity. ' )

The insurance policy obtained will
name as insured all parties to the
launch, including the United States,
its agencies, personnel, contractors
and subcontractors, at no cost to the
Government. Under this protocol, the
United States ensures that its obliga-
tions to the world community are met.
These commitments include the Outer
Space Treaty and the Convention on
International Liability for Damasage
Caused by Space Objects, under which
the United States, as a “launching
state,” shall be absolutely Hable to pay
compensation for damage caused by
its space objects on the surface of the
Earth or to aircraft in flight.

In keeping with these international
treaty obligations, and following the
NASA shuttle precedent under which
NASA indemnified shuttle users
against third party liability over and
above available insurance, the legisla-
tion obligates the Secretary of Trans-
portation to provide for the payment
of successful claims under the judg-
ment fund section 1304 of title 31,
United Stites Code by a third party
against the licensee; that s, launch
provider, and parties to the launch, as
defined in the bill. This authority
would not apply to claims resulting
from willful misconduet. The bill slso
contains specific procedural safe-
guards to protect the Government.
The result is a reasorable quid pro quo
consistent with the public interest.

To ensure appropriate insurance
coverage for Government property,
the bill requires a launch provider to
obtain insurance {0 cover the maxi-
mum probabie loss—taking into ac-
count launch vehicle size and type:
launch site and trajectory; and pay-
load characteristics—to Government
property as a result of activities car-
ried out under a launch license. Such
insurance shall not exceed the lesser
of: First, $100 million; or second, the
maximum available insurance in the
world market at reasonable cost. Con-
sistent with the President’s space
policy of January 1988, the Govern-
ment and parties to the launch would
enter into cross waivers, each agreeing

|A-RDP9OMO0005R001300100004-8
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*2 %2 responsible for any further
“n g2 to property. In reccmmending
. wel, the committes was mindful
©meet, no launch zocident involving
> -.rendable launch vehicle has re-
w.ted in more than $60 million in
2x.mages to Government property;
sccond, $100 million reflects the upper
limits of what is currently available in
the world market; and third, the Gov-
ernment, as regulator of the industry
and manager of the launch ranges, is
significantly in control of the launch.
This maximum level on insurance re-
sponsibility will also be reviewed peri-
odieally by the DOT Secretary.

The bill establishes important
ground rules for use of Government
ranges.

Unless commercial users can be as-
sured of reliable and predictable access
to Government launch ranges, the
US. launch industry will not be con-
sidered as reliable and U.S. Govern-
ment policies to promote this industry
will not be taken seriously.

The bill recognizes the importance
of Government reliability by prohibit-
ing Government preemption of com-
mercil launches, with one exception.
In the event of a finding of imperative
national need, which would be re-
quired to be determined at the level of
the NASA Administrator or the Secre-
tary of the Air Force, preemption for
exigent circumstances of imperative
national security need or civilian re-
quirements could be accommodated.
In this event, the NASA Administrator
and the Secretary of the Air Force, as
the case may be, would be required to
report such circumstances to the Con-
gress within 7 days and include a
schedule for the prompt launching of
a preempted satellite.

The bill establishes one-time launch
incentives for satellites bumped from
the space shuttle.

When the President announced in
August 1986 that NASA would no
longer launch commercial satellites, 44
companies held launch services or
letter agreements with NASA under
which the space shuttle was commit-
ted to meet customer launch require-
ments. Of “these, 22 satellites were
under construction at the time. In
public testimony, representatives of
the U.S. satellite industry shared that
Government representatives contin-
ued to provide assurances that such
contractual commitments would be

-honored to satisfy launch require-
ments, either by shuttle or special pro-
curement of ELV’s,

At  the committee’s hearings held
over a year following the policy deci-
sion, no U.S. satellite company had yet
succeeded in obtaining a fixed cost or
firm launch date for a launch with a
U.S. launch provider. Much of the cost
and schedule uncertainty has resided
in the U.S. Government, manager of
the launch ranges.

H.R. 4399 recognizes the policy re-
versal and {ts implications for the sat-
ellite communications industry
through the creation of launch incen-
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tives that would Le 2« .
such customers -~ - - -
American.” The corm

that the Government ~a. - i
certain limited activities ...
suppert of a U.S. commer-s. °
of an eligible satellite. T s  wuw of
these services is nominal! and #ul not
make such customers whole agzin.
The committee anticipates thsat be-
tween 7-12 satellites will tzke advan-
tage of these incentives.

First, the bill would waive require-
ments for eligible satellites to obtain
insurance to protect against damage to
Government property. These custom-
ers of the shuttie would not have ob-
tained insurance to launch on the
space shuttle, and the committee has
applied such a waiver for these cus-
tomers on a U.S. expendable.

The bill would waive charges for
U.S. launch property and services pro-
vided in support of a U.S. commercial
launch. These entail associsted sup-
port services such as operations, main-
tenance, and range support activities
that were not historically charged di-
rectly to customers of the shuttle.

The issue here involves fundamental
fairness. The committee has recog-
nized a damaging policy decision and
has developed incentives that will pro-
vide a partial and productive remedy
in the form of a stimulus to the U.S.
commercial launch industry.

The bill addresses the long-term
competitiveness of the U.S. launch in-
dustry by directing NASA to support
research into launch systems compo-
nent technologies.

The success of the U.S. aviation in-
dustry is in large part due to the suc-
cessful Government-industry relation-
ship in aeronautics research. The com-
mittee believes that if the U.S. launch
vehicle industry is to be competitive in
the long term, such a relationship
should be forged in launch vehicle
component technology similar to the
historical aeronautics model The bill
directs the Administrator of the Na-
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis-
tration to support research to
launch systems component technol-
ogies and to consult with industry in
order to facilitate the transfer of tech-
nology to the commercial sector.

The bill expresses the sense of Con-
gress that the United States should
develop a dialog with foreign govern-
ments to seek guidelines for reasona-
ble and fair international competition
in commercial space activities.

The U.S. launch industry is entering
a competitive launch competition in
which foreign governments are active-
ly supporting their industries The
growing trend toward “turnkey” serv-
ices, or procurement of a satellite de-
livered in orbit, refilects a truly inter-

national marketplace. The result is-

that U.S. policy decisions affecting
commercial space activities would be
substantially validated through a proc-
ess involving our friends.

The bill therefore expresses the
sense of Congress that the United

-
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Atates sronid Axclore a diaog with ap-

siolt o~ m governments to agd-
S8 emeenir noin launcehk and zatel-
Lt servider to ovX the establishment
of guide! nes i(hat assure reasonable
an~d fairr ~grrzetition in commercial
spale aclivilies,

This bill fills an important gap in
our efforts to bring about & comrer-
cial launch industry. It is strongly sup-
ported by the U.S. launch and satellite
industries, and has been developed in
close consultation with them. I urge
its rapid adoption.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Spesker, 1 rtse in support of
H.R. 4389. This legislation has the
support of virtually every element of
the spece community. I think most
Members would agree that the Nation
benefits from a strong commercial
sector. In fact the concept of “space
commercialization” has become almost
synonymous with apple pie; you can’t
really not like it. The only issue has
been: “How do we get there from
here?”

Historically the Space Program has
been Government funded and Govern-
ment mansaged, and the transition to
the private sector has been a bumpy
road, as the landsat experience has
demonstrated.

On the other hand, the communica-
tions satellite industry has been hailed
as a commercial success and an exam-
ple of what the private sector ean do.
It's also an example of the benefits of
cooperation between the Government
and the private sector.

When the Challenger actident
grounded the shuttle fleet, it became
obvious that the shuttle would never
be the universal launch vehicle that it
was advertised to be and we realized
that we needed a more versatile space
transportation system. It was an ex-
pensive lesson but we learned that we
need more than one way to get into
space. - .

As long as NASA was providing
heavily subsidized shuttle launches to
commercial users, there was no possi-
bility of developing & commercial
launch industry; but today, the situa-
tion is different. Today we have three
major serospace firms who are inter-
ested in competing for the foreign and
domestic commercial launch market.
This is a healthy competitive situation

_w\.‘

The importance of a domestic
launch capability should be clear to
everyone. Dependence on foreign
launch providers is not an acceptable
option. We need to ensure that the
U.S. commercial launch industry sur-
vives.

Historically, theé Government has
been the sole provider of launch serv-
ices in this country and customers
were not required to pay the full cost.
The cost of the infrastructure neces-
sary to support these launches was
paid for by the QGovernment; more-
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over, the Government stared the rizk
#ith the customer. Foreign sompeti.
tors still offer similar arrangements.
What this bill does is try ‘o at least
partially level the playing field for
U.8. lsunch companies by providing
equitable arrangements for commer-
cial use of Government facilities and
also what I belleve is an equitable ap-
proach to risk sharing.. ’

I am aware that there are critics of
this bill who would prefer a cap on li-
ability in leu of indemnification.
While I might agree that in some in-
stances a cap on liability claims would
be appropriate, I see nothing in the
approach taken in the bill that is
cause for alarm.

This legislation does not ask the
Government to assume any greater
risk than it was assuming before.
When an activity is clearly in the na-
tional interest as this is, it's entirely
appropriate for the Government to
share the risk. Moreover, there is a
precedent for this type of risk sharing
in the nuclear energy industry.

This bill also has other provisions
aimed at ensuring that our ELV indus-
try survives in this highly competitive
market. This legislation authorizes
NASA to undertake an R&D program
in launch systems technology. This
effort will parallel work they've done
for the aeronautics industry, NASA's
Aeronautic Rescarch and Technology
Program has been instrumental in
maintaining U.S. preeminence in aero-
nautics and a similar role in space
transportation technology is essential
to the long-term competitiveness of
the U.S. launch industry.

Mr. Speaker, I believe this legisla-
tion is vital to the success of a domes-
tic commercial launch industry, and a
healthy domestic launch industry is a
critical element of the U.S. Space Pro-
gram. We can no longer afford to have
the U.S. Government be the sole pro-
vider of launch services and we cer-
tainly can no longer rely on the shut-
tle to provide our only access to space.

Mr. ROE. Mr. SpeaRer, 1 yield such
time as he may consume to the gentle-
man from Florida [Mr. NELSON], the
distinguished chairman of our Sub-
committee on Space Science and Ap-
plications.

Before he proceeds, may I thank
him very much for his leadership and
the excellent job he and the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]
have done in the work they have car-
ried out in bringing this legislation
before the committee.

Mr. NELSON of Florida. Mr, Speak-
er, It is indeed a privilege that I can
only return the compliments to the
chairman and the gentleman from
New Mexico, the ranking minority
member, for the excellent working re-
lationship that the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [(Mr. WaLker) and I
have been privileged to have as we try
to sort through the Nation's Civilian
Space Program and try to get our

fiedin Part- S
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Mr. Spesker, 1 rise in sugzort of
H.R. 4399, to facilitate zcommersial
access to space, and for oither gur-
poses,

As the primary spensor of the biil, 1
want to concur fully with the chair-
man of the full Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology in his remarks.
I also want to point out to all Mem-
bers that the legislation enjoys strong
bipartisan support, thanks to the
strong and able leadership of the gen-
tleman from New Mexico {Mr. LuJan]
and the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. WaLkER). We are partners in
forging this legislation that is abso-
lutely critical if the United States is
going to have a competitive commer-
cial launch industry.

In 1984, the Congress approved legis-
lation to establish a regulatory frame-
work for commercial launch activities
following a national policy decision to
get the Government out of the ELV
business. Nearly 4 years later, we have
yet to experience a commercial launch
in this country. The delay is due pri-
marily to regulatory delays caused by
4 lack of seriousness in the administra-
tion toward this new industry. Impie-
mentation has been mired by agencies
competing for the responsibilities
given to the Department of Transpor-
tation, the agency charged with regu-
lating this new industry.

After the Challenger accident, the
President decided to ban commercial
satellites from the space shuttle in
order to create a market for the U.S.
launch industry. U.S. satellite custom-
ers faced a fledgling U.S. launch indus-
try or a choice among various eager
and capable foreign launch providers.
There was little reason to believe that

the U.S. Government would be any

more reliable in providing access to
the commercial launch industry for
commercial purposes than it has been
in its relations with the satellite com-
munciations industry.

A year after the President’s August
1988 policy decision, our committee
conducted hearings to review the state
of the domestic launch industry. The
committee learned that no satellite
customer had been able to obtain a
firm cost quote or launch date from a
U.S. launch provider. The reason? The
reason is because of delay and disorga-
nization within the administration.

U.S. launch providers and satellite
customers testified of a policy near
collapse, due to either neglect, or indi-
vidual agency recalcitrance to accom-
modate the launch needs of the com-
mercial sector. Moving toward a com-
mercially provided service after over
20 years of Government provided
launch services would not be easy, and
we surveyed our choices as a nation:

Should we reconsider use of the
space shuttle for commercial satellite
launchings? The Nation could not jus-
tify risking human lves for routine
satellite launchings.

Should the Government launch
commercial satellites on expendable
launch vehicles? The Government was
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overwhelmed in an effort t{o obtain
ELV’s to meet scientific and defense
requirements, and several commercial
launch providers were making serious
investments In an effort to enter the
market.

Public testimony in the fall of 1987 .

revealed that the administration's
policy implementation was not effec-
tive, and that further delays threat-
ened the viability of the U.S. launch
and satellite industries. In the face of
foreign launch competition involving
the active support of foreign govern-
ments, the United States faced consid-
erable risks not only to the future of
its launch industry, but to the U.S.
satellite industry as well. H.R. 4399
fills the important gaps identified by
U.S. launch providers and satellite
users that will ensure the United
States builds a domestic launch indus-
try that is competitive worldwide.

Let me talk about this foreign com-
petition:

Arianespace, the European launch
consortium involving 36 European
aerospace companies and 13 banks,
successfully cut into 50 percent &f the
world satellite market in competition
with shuttle by 1985. Several Ameri-
can companies rely on the Ariane for
access to space. This year, Ariane 4, a
new, more capable vehicle, will launch,
giving the Europeans the capability of
launching up to 4,200 kilograms to
geostationary orbit. Ariane continues
to develop more powerful launch vehi-
cles in order to launch heavier pay-
loads.

The Soviet Union is actively market-
ing launch services to the West on its
Proton vehicle. U.S. satellite owners
have been quoted prices on the Proton
at a level U.S. launch providers cannot
meet. Although current United States
policy prohibits the export of United
States technology to the Soviet Union,
the Commerce Department recently
granted an export license to place a
commercial United States experiment
on the Soviet space station Mir.

The People’s Republic of China is
also actively marketing launch services
on its Long March vehicle, and at cut-
rate prices. As a matter of policy,
China has stated it will underprice it
launches in order to ensure the attrac-
tiveness of its services. United States
trade policy toward the Chinese is cer-
tainly more favorable to the Chinese,
and requests for export licenses will be
reviewed on an individual basis. To
date, no company has requested an
export license, although several have
received Government approval to ne-
gotiate terms and conditions with the
Chinese. Seversal international compe-
titions for satellite services underway
today may force early determination
of United States policy toward use of
the Chinese Long March.

If the United States Government
allows American satellites on the
Proton or the Long March under the
current terms and conditions being of-
fered by the Soviet Union or the Chi-

CIA-RDP9OMO0005R001300100004-8
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nese, the Amercan 's

will face an unbeatahis - | Ll
am certain that Ceoner:

any such prospect,

Japan's launch capability 15 .3« -1
opment. Currently, their 5§ I . ¢i i1
launch vehicles—which were devei-
uvped from American technology—meet
domestic needs, however, plans are
proceeding to develop a new H-2
launch vehicle that will not use United
States technology and therefore
Japan’s marketing plans will not be
constrained. Japan's plans for market-
ing the H-2 to the West, which would
be available in 1992, remain unclear at
this time.

Clearly, the field of foreign launch
competitors is formidable. Moreover,
international competition In satellite
service has evolved into the procure-
ment of “turnkey” services; that is, &
satellite customer obtains a satellite
delivered in orbit. The Soviet Union
has already offered the total launch
package, iIncluding satellite and
ground stations, in competitions. If
the United States has no commercial
launch industry, it may be only a
matter of time before we would lose
both the launch and the satellite in-
dustries to off-shore competition.

Mr. Speaker, I believe the United
States has a choice to make in this
international arena. Our choice is to
keep the 1launch and the satellite busi-
ness in this country. We need the com-
mercial launch industry for both Gov-
ernment and commercial needs. It is a
msatter of our national security and
economic security. The American sat-
ellite industry has been a technologi-
cal wonder and the envy of the world.

If we impair the ability of these Indus- -

tries to compete, we have only our-
selves to blame. We need this legisla-
tion.

H.R. 4399 assures commercial access
to space as follows:

First. Following the policy precedent
for launches of the space shuttle, the
bill provides for a risk allocation
scheme among launch providers, users
and Government that apportions risks
fairly and ensures the ability of the
United States to meet its obligations
to the international community under
treaty.

Second. It provides _important
ground rules for tommercial use of
Government launch ranges. Commer-
cial users will be charged Government
launch costs on a direct, or additive
cost Dbasis, reflecting the actual
charges of services. Government agen-
cles will also be able to be reimbursed
I@ quality control activitiex provided
at the request of a launch vehicle
manufacturer. Pinally, and most im-
portantly, the bill will prohibit Gov-
ernment preemption of commercial
launches, except in cases of imperative
national need which could encompass
exigent civiian or national require-
ments. This will ensure the reliable
access to Government ranges by the
commercial sector, a variabie as tmpor-
tant as cost in the selection of launch
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Srhites We are 350 directing DOT Lo
wndaet a4 3udv i conjanction with
LASA DCD, 4 indusiry to review
nens of opiimizing use of Qovern-
ment ranges for Government and com-
nercial users.

Third. The bill provides incentives
for customers under contract with
NASA—and whose sateliites were
under consiruction at the time of the
President’s policy decision banning
commercial use of the shuttle—to be
available if they choose to launch on
American launch vehicles. These in-
centives are not direct subsidies. They
were services provided in connection
with shuttle launches, and we are
simply extending their application in
connection with commercial launches,
under the legislation.

Fourth. The bill addressed the long-
term competitiveness of the launch in-
dustry by ensuring continued research
and development 'in launch vehicle
component technologies. We want to
make sure that the NASA aeronautics
model which has done so much to
ensure the success of the U.8, aviation
industry, {s applied at an early stage to
the launch sector. These research and
development activities should accrue
to the benefit of the Government and
commercial sectors.

Fifth. In recognition of the interna-
tional nature of commercial space
competitions, the bill expresses the
sense of the Congress that the United
States should enter into a formal
dialog with appropriate foreign gov-
ernments with a view toward develop-
ing Western policies in international
launch and satellite servicing competi-
tions.

Finally, I want to comment on the
administration’s views on this legisla-
tion: We have made every effort to in-
clude the agencies involved in commer-
cial space transportation—DOT,
NASA, and the Air Force—in the de-
liberations on this important legisla-
tion. We received testimony from each
agency twice on the bill. In February,
the administration armounced its own
proposal for dealing with insurance
and liability problems in the commer-
cial launch industry. Consistent with
their tort reform proposals of the last
8 years, they recommended a limita-
tion of $200,000 on wnoneconomic
damage awards to individual third par-
ties. Also consistent would be congres-
sional reaction to suth a proposal.
Such a proposal wes a clear non-
starter. The committee decided in-
stead on the tried and true shuttle
policy precedents for allocating risks
assoclated with launch activities con-
ducted by the private sector. I believe
the committee's recommendations are
much more closely aligned with ocur
international treaty obligations and
established Government policies.

Our recommendations in the Gov-

ernment property area are more close- .

1y aligned with the administration’s
recommendations to waive the Gover-
ment’'s rights to recover for damages
to Government property in excess of

kg sk
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v..d by commercial

of Transportation.
ittiee has {ollowed this rec-
ation. but has zadded even
certaiiy by setiing a $109 mil-
licn insurance requirement guideline.
Rased on our review of Government
exposure 8s & result of property
damage from launch accidents, the
$100 million coverage is more than

‘adequate.

Mr. Speaker, this is & good bill. It
has been thoroughly debated, and de-
veloped In consultation with the
launch and satellite industries and
representatives of the administration.
A counterpart biil, 8. 2385, is making
its way through the Senate. We are
hopeful that enactment will occur in
the near future, and that the Nation's
first commercial launches will tak
place early in 1989. :

- 1 urge adoption of H.R. 4399.

O 1305

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
MonNTcoMERY). The gentleman from
Florida {Mr. NeLsoN] has consumed 10
minutes.

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Spesker, 1 yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
WALKER].

Mr. WALKER. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding. o

Let me thank the gentleman from
New Jersey [Mr. RoEl, the chairman
of the full committee, the gentleman
from New Mexico [Mr. LuJaxl, the
vice chairman of the committee, and
the chairman of the subcommittee for
all the work that has gone in on this

-H. I think we have an excellent bill

here. It is one that I thoroughly sup-
port.
This legislation, in my opinion, is ab-
solutely critical in establishing a viable
domestic space launch industry using
American expendable launch vehicles.

Since the tragic loss of the space
shuttle Challenger on January 28,
1886, the policies of the U.8. Govern-
ment have clearly recognized a com-
mercial launch industry as an essential
component of our national space re-
covery effort, and & critical element of
assured access to space by both the
Government and commervcial sectors.

Both public law, and sound public
policy, dictate that the U.8. Govern-
ment will continue to be an active
partner with our domestic launch serv-
ice providers. This partnership Is
based on the governmental role of reg-
ulator of the industry, owner and man-
ager of the eastern and western
lsunch ranges, provider of critical
range services such as weather and
range safety, and as the signatory of
the international treaty which confers
upon the United States abzolute liabil-
ity for demages resvlting from acci-
dents invelving space venizles
launched from U.S. territory.

Today we stand at the brink of a
new era in space commercialization.
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The U.8. cormmerical space launch in-
dustry is rapidly entering a highly
competitive inrermational marketplace
to provide :pace launch services.

Our committes it seems to me has
done an excellent job of balancing the
critical need to ensure a domestic com-
mercial launch industry, and finding
ways to allocate the risks so that no
single sector is unfairly penalized.

As the ranking Republican of the
Subcommittee on Space Science and
Applications I must say that I am sur-
prised even shocked that the adminis-
tration is opposed to this bill in it's
present form. But let me explain why
we are in this position, and let me also
assure Members that the opposition is
not unanimous.

The Department of Justice does not
support our approach to indemnifica-
tion for damages resulting from acci-
dents. I will admit, that the adminis-
tration position is consistent—they
want to address this problem through
tort reform . legislation that would

thoroughly overhaul our Federal tort

system. -

The idea is great but it simply is not
going to fly in this Congress right
now. If I had any thought that there
was a chance of passing in this House,
in this Congress, such legislation, I
would be willing to support an effort
to attempt to get that comprehensive
tort reform package,

But the truth is that tort reform is a
dead issue in this Congress and unless

. we are willing to have our domestic

commercial launch industry also be
quauydead.wehadbetterﬁndan-
other way to address the problem.

The Department of Commerce is
upset because we are assisting a small
group of satellite launchers and claim

. that this is an unwarranted Federal

i
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subsidy. The truth is that there were
44 firm commitments for commercial
launches aboard the space shuttle
when the Challenger was lost. The ad-
ministration has adopted a policy that
reneged on those contracts between
U.S. companies and their Government
for launches. We recognize that the
U.S. Government has broken a con-
tractual obligation with these firms,
for the good of the Government, and
that in equity, we should act as the
Government to mitigate their losses.
The bill provides for a cross waiver
of damages resulting from accidents
which are not the result of the willful
misconduct of the launch company, its
contractors, or customers. This is ex-
actly how we handled space shuttle
launches, and I was under the distinct
impression that this “reciprocal
waiver” provision was an essential part

of the administration’s own space’

policy that came out only a few
months ago. ’

Mr. Speaker, 1 generally stand with
the administration. I
Ronald Reagan has been a great Presi-
dent in terms of our space program.
And most of his decisions on space
have been first rate. But on this issue
the administration is just plain wrong.

s 3 ek
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This bill is one of the best cral g
pieces of legislation that I have euwer
been associated with,

It has won the support of peopie liks
rocket manufacturers, satellite manu-
facturers, insurance underwriters, and
satellite users. In this case we have a
vehicle that will launch & new Ameri-
can industry that will continue this
Nation in the forefront of the space-
faring nations on Earth.

In the alternative, you can adopt the
apparent administration position and
you can hold this infant industry now
emerging hostage for comprehensive
tort reform legislation. The result
should be obvious. Tort reform is an
issue that has been dead-on-arrival on
Capitol Hill. That is a shame, but that
is a fact. That is not going to change
the basic fact that we are not going to
get tort reform. The result will be that
our domestic commercial launch in-
dustry will die aborning.

Mr. Speaker, 1 think that we have a
choice before us today which is a clear
one. You can vote for this bill and be
in the forefront of a new commercial
launch industry, we can vote against
this bill with the administration’s ob-
jections and hold that industry hos-
tage. I think we would make a mistake

to do that. The right thing to do is to

pass this legislation and move ahead
with what this Nation’s space program
needs.

I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. VALENTINE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4399 is
an important piece of legislation that will be
essential to the recovery of our space pro-
gram following the Chaflenger accident. We
have learmned a painful lesson that our shuttle
program must be accompanied by a strong
and healthy expendable launch vehicle indus-
try. The Government and the private sector
are partners and we share a national respon-
sibility to provide access to space for our sci-
entific, defense, and commercial satellites.

This bill accomplishes a major objective, in
recognition of this partnership, by establishing
an equitable risk-sharing mechanism and in
providing the certainty needed by the private
sector to assess the extent of Kability expo-
sure. These are critical elements in any busi-
ness of launching satellites.

Under the provision contained in this bill the
launching party wopuld indemnify itself and the
Federal against all losses up to
the maximum probable loss or $500 miliion,
whichever is less. The Government would pay
for any claims exceeding this. We envision
that, on balance, the Government will benefit
by avoiding claims for the numerous minor
mishaps that will provide the industry with
confidence that they are not exposed to un-
limited liabifity. Although such major accidents
that would exceed the maximum probable loss
or $500 million are exceedingly unlikely, this
confidence is absolutely essential if any pri-
vate firm is to stay in business. Moreover; the
United States is already fully responsible
under the outer space treaty and liability con-
vention for activities conducted by U.S. citi-
zens in space. The rigk-gharing relationship is
responsible to the intemational community.
Thus, this bill strikes a compromise that bene-
fits both the Govemment and the private
sector.
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e D in me o suppont-

LA Mr. Speaker, therg are two
i“cw 10 make amends o compa-

12¢ for shuttle flights foilowing 51
L, :he ragic Chalenger accident on January
28, 1286, and hew to set the course for future
commeicial space launching. The first is
simply a question of equity-—of the U.S. Gov-
ernment delivering on a promise. Testimony
given to a Science, Space and Technology
Subcommittee in February by the president of
an off-loaded company which had a firm
launch date from NASA in 1987 and, foliowing
the disaster, an assurance that the oblfigation
would be honored, clearly demonstrates the
need to recognize the difference between
manifested companies and companies seek-
ing contracts. Countless hours have been
spent in negotiating a fair compensation, and
all indications are that the language in the bill
is an equitable solution.

Setting the course for future commercial
launching is, of course, more involved. | must
again point out that literally hundreds of hours
have been spent by Members and staff—and
special thanks must be given to an incredibly
dedicated and knowledgeable staff for the
Space Science and Applications Subcommit-
tee. Since our first informal exchange of infor-
mation in November of last year with the

. presidents of America's largest space risk un-

derwriters ‘and the largest space insurance
brokers, through the remarkable endorsement
by virtually every industry in the launching,
satellite and insurance business, this bill has
been “on a go."” Because of its widespread
support and the careful way it has been
crated, it is an essential ingredient toward re-
instating American leadership in space.

In general terms, H.R. 4399 gives industry
the firm commitment to launch it needs to
make necessary business decisions. it will
help to keep the launching industry in the
United States, despite some very real compe-
tition from the Europeans, Japanese, Chinese,
and the Sovist Union. it needs to be passed
today, not tomommow or the next, and it needs
to have the overwheiming support of Con-
gress, as it does from the American public. -

Mr. LUJAN. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, 1 have no
further requests for time, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr,
Roz] that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, H.R. 4399,

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds having voted in favor thereof),
‘t”l%es rulés were siispended and the bill

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 4399, the bill just passed.
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